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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 22-42 are presented for examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

2. Claim 42 is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

3. Claim 42 is directed to a computer program product or computer program. Claims 
directed to software, per se, do not fall under one of the four statutory categories of inventions, as 
described in 35 USC 101. Therefore, claim 42 is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in a patent granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United 
States before the invention thereof by the applicant for patent, or on an international application by another who 
has Mfilled the requirements of paragraphs (1), (2), and (4) of section 371(c) of this title before the invention 
thereof by the applicant for patent. 

The changes made to 35 U.S.C. 102(e) by the American Inventors Protection Act of 1999 
(AIPA) and the Intellectual Property and High Technology Technical Amendments Act of 2002 

do not apply when the reference is a U.S. patent resulting directly or indirectly from an 
international application filed before November 29, 2000. Therefore, the prior art date of the 
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reference is determined under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) prior to the amendment by the AIPA (pre-AIPA 
35 U.S.C. 102(e)). 

4. Claims 22-23, 26-27, and 35-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Lesaint et al. (liereinafter Lesaint) (US 6,578,005 Bl). 

5 . As per claim 22, Lesaint teaches a method of tuning a scheduling process for assigning 
tasks to resources of a workforce management system, the scheduling process being arranged for 
calculating a work plan or work plan data on the basis of resources availability and tasks to be 
carried out by said resources and as a function of predetermined scheduling parameters (see 
Abstract), comprising the following steps: 

acquiring scheduling parameters data, resources availability data and tasks data 
conceming tasks to be carried out (col. 7, lines 48-67; col. 3, lines 15-23); 

selectively modifying at least a predetermined subset of said scheduling parameters data 
(col. 3, lines 24-28); 

running the scheduling process on the basis of scheduling parameters, resources 
availability and task data, for each modified scheduling parameters data, to calculate respective 
work plans (col. 12, lines 52-67; col. 10, lines 14-25); 

acquiring target data including one or more targets which form the basis for the 
evaluation of work plans (col. 2, lines 62-64); 

applying a score fimction to each of said calculated work plans for calculating respective 
score values representative of the degree of achievement of said one or more targets by each 
calculated work plan (col. 7, lines 53-67; col. 12, lines 60-63); and 
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selecting the work plan to be used (via highest priority) by said workforce management 
system as the work plan being attributed a score value complying with a predetermined degree of 
achievement of one or more targets (col. 7, lines 53-67; col. 12, lines 52-63; col. 18, lines 27-67, 
etc.). 

6. As per claim 23, Lesaint teaches wherein the score function is selected from a plurality of 
functions based on said target data (col. 12, lines 52-63). 

7. As per claim 26, Lesaint teaches wherein said target data comprises at least one of the 
following targets: 

respecting appointments arranged with customers (col. 18, lines 65-67); 
increasing the volume of tasks assigned for different activity types and 
services; 

increasing the volume of backlog tasks assigned for different activity types 
and services; 

balancing the workload between resources; 

optimising resources travel time (col. 18, lines 27-30); 
achieving Service Level Agreement for different activity types and 
services; and 

assigning tasks of the most appropriate resource (Abstract). 
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8. As per claim 27, Lesaint teaches wherein said subset of work plan data comprises data 
concerning resources, comprising at least one of the following: 

number of resources employed by the scheduling (col. 11, lines 10-22); 
total resource idle time; 

total resource travelling time (col. 13, lines 38-43); 
total number of available resources (col. 2, lines 62-64); 
total resource working time; 

and/or data conceming tasks, comprising at least one of the following: 
total number of tasks assigned to resources by the algorithm; 
total number of tasks with appointment assigned to resources by the algorithm; 
total number of tasks with higher priority assigned to resources by the 
algorithm; 

number of tasks assigned to resources by the algorithm for different type of activities and 
services; and 

total number of tasks that the algorithm could assign (col. 12, lines 18-19). 

9. As per claim 35, Lesaint teaches wherein parameters, resource and task data are retrieved 
from a database of said workforce management system (Fig. 4; items 40-44). 

10. As per claim 36, Lesaint teaches wherein parameters, resource and task data are retrieved 
from trace files produced by a Work Manager Server of said workforce management system at 
any execution of the scheduling algorithm (col. 10, lines 21-25). 
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11. As per claim 37, Lesaint teaches wherein said modified subset of scheduling parameters 
and said target data are input by an operator of said workforce management system (Fig. 4; items 
40-44; col. 2, lines 62-64). 

12. As per claim 38, Lesaint teaches wherein said scheduling parameters comprise data 
concerning the distribution of resources over geographical areas, input by an operator of said 
workforce management system (Fig. 4; items 40-44; col. 2, lines 62-64; col. 5, lines 23-51). 

13. As per claim 39, Lesaint teaches wherein score results of said evaluation of work plans 
are displayed to an operator as a list of calculated scores (col. 12, lines 52 through col. 13, line 
12). 

14. As per claim 40, Lesaint teaches a system for tuning a task scheduling process (see 
Abstract), comprising: 

memory modules for storing data conceming scheduling parameters, resources 
availability and tasks to be carried out (Fig. 4, items 40-44); 

a user-interface module including a parameter input unit for modifying data conceming 
said scheduling parameters, a target input unit for establishing one or more targets which form 
the basis for the evaluation of work plans, and a display for displaying the results of said 
evaluation of work plans (col. 2, line 60 through col. 3, line 34; Fig. 4, items 40-45; Fig. 2, 
Visual Display Unit - VDU - item 23); and 
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a processing module for calculating work plans from said data concerning scheduling 
parameters, resources availability and tasks (Fig. 4, items 40-44, 47; col. 11, lines 10-34); and 

a score module associated with said processing module for assigning a score value to said 
calculated work plans according to a selected score function, which score value is related to the 
degree of achievement of said one or more targets (col. 7, lines 53-67; col. 12, lines 60-63; col. 
18, lines 27-67, etc.). 

15. As per claim 4 1 , Lesaint teaches wherein said task scheduling process is applied to a 
telecommunications network (col. 1, lines 9-20; col. 6, lines 51-58). 

16. As per claim 42, Lesaint teaches a computer program product or computer program 
capable of being set to run on a computer system, comprising a code for carrying out a method of 
tuning a task scheduling process according to any one of claims 22 to 39 (see Title and Abstract). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

17. Claims 24-25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lesaint et al. (hereinafter Lesaint) (US 6,578,005 Bl) in view of Bushey et al. (hereinafter 
Bushey) (US 6,389,400 Bl). 
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18. As per claim 24, Lesaint does not expressly teach wherein the score function is a function 
operating on a subset of work plan data and comprises the step of associating to the score 
function an absolute integer value belonging to a predetermined limited range of values, a first 
end of which represents a condition of maximum deviation from target and the second end of 
which represents a condition of target substantially achieved. However, Bushey teaches wherein 
the score function is a function operating on a subset of work plan data and comprises the step of 
associating to the score function an absolute integer value belonging to a predetermined limited 
range of values (from 0 to 100), a first end (score of 0) of which represents a condition of 
maximum deviation from target and the second end (score of 100) of which represents a 
condition of target substantially achieved (col. 9, lines 1-31; col. 13, lines 53-54; col. 14, lines 
18-19). Lesaint and Bushey are analogous art because they are in the same field of endeavor of 
assigning tasks to resource of a workforce management system. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to modify the scoring system of Lesaint' s workforce management system, such that it 
would include the feature of it operating on a subset of work plan data and comprises the step of 
associating to the score fimction an absolute integer value belonging to a predetermined limited 
range of values, a first end of which represents a condition of maximum deviation from target 
and the second end of which represents a condition of target substantially achieved, as taught and 
suggested in Bushey. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to provide the 
predicted result of being able to easily identify best match scores (Abstract; col. 8, lines 25-30). 
It would have been obvious to have the value of 100 associated with the best score because it 
resembles 100%, which is conventionally recognized. 
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19. As per claim 25, Bushey teaches wherein said range of values is 0 to 100, wherein the 
lower limit represents a condition of maximum deviation from the target data, and the upper limit 
represents a condition of target data substantially achieved, and the work plan to be used by the 
workforce management system is the work plan having the highest (best) score (col. 9, lines 1- 
31; col. 13, lines 53-54; col. 14, lines 18-19). 

20. Claims 28-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lesaint et al. (hereinafter Lesaint) (US 6,578,005 Bl) in view of Haq et al. (hereinafter Haq) 
(US 6,275,812 Bl). 

21 . As per claim 28, Lesaint does not expressly teach wherein the score function operates on 
the subset of work plan data by comparing a first numerical value associated with a first 
collection of said data with at least a second numerical value associated with a second collection 
of said data; and the score result is within a range of values extending from a lower limit 
corresponding to a condition of greatest distance between said first and second numerical value, 
to an upper limit corresponding to a condition of smallest distance or coincidence between said 
first and second numerical value. However, Haq teaches wherein the score function operates on 
the subset of work plan data by comparing a first numerical value associated with a first 
collection of said data with at least a second numerical value associated with a second collection 
of said data (col. 8, lines 8-40); and the score result is within a range of values (score from 0 to 
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100) extending from a lower limit corresponding to a condition of greatest distance between said 
first and second numerical value (score of 0), to an upper limit corresponding to a condition of 
smallest distance or coincidence between said first and second numerical value (score of 100) 
(col. 4, lines 27-28). Lesaint and Haq are analogous art because they are in the same field of 
endeavor of assigning tasks to resource of a workforce management system. Thus, it would have 
been obvious to modify the scoring system of Lesaint' s workforce management system, such that 
it would include the feature of wherein the score function operates on the subset of work plan 
data by comparing a first numerical value associated with a first collection of said data with at 
least a second numerical value associated with a second collection of said data; and the score 
result is within a range of values extending from a lower limit corresponding to a condition of 
greatest distance between said first and second numerical value, to an upper limit corresponding 
to a condition of smallest distance or coincidence between said first and second numerical value, 
as taught and suggested in Haq. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would have been to 
provide the predicted result of being able to easily identify best match score. As shown in col. 4, 
lines 27-28, it would be obvious to use the example of a 0-100 scale in determining score 
because it is a standard that is conventionally recognized. 

22. As per claim 29, Haq teaches wherein the score ftinction calculates the ratio between said 
first numerical value and said second numerical value (col. 8, lines 19-26). Although Haq 
teaches calculating the result as a percentage, it would be obvious to use the integer form of this 
value as disclosed in Lesaint if an integer form is desired to be presented rather than the form of 
a percentage. 
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23. As per claim 30, Haq teaches the formulas as claimed for a target of increasing the 
volume of tasks assigned for different activity types and services (col. 8, line 59 though col. 9, 
line 9). 

24. As per claim 3 1 , Haq teaches the formula as claimed for a target of balancing the 
workload between resources (col. 8, lines 34-40). Although Haq teaches calculating the result as 
a percentage, it would be obvious to use the integer form of this value as disclosed in Lesaint if 
an integer form is desired to be presented rather than the form of a percentage. 

25. As per claim 32, Haq teaches the formula as claimed for a target of optimising travel time 
(col. 8, lines 19-28). Although Haq teaches calculating the result as a percentage, it would be 
obvious to use the integer form of this value as disclosed in Lesaint if an integer form is desired 
to be presented rather than the form of a percentage. 

26. As per claim 33, Lesaint does not expressly teach wherein a score function is defined for 
calculating a respective value representative of the degree of achievement of multiple targets i 
with priorities, and at least of a target j with a score not under a predetermined threshold T, as a 
function F' of a plurality of score functions fi related to respective targets specified in input and 
said threshold, according to the claimed mathematical relationship. However, Haq teaches this 
claimed mathematical relationship, wherein the summation represents the points that are totaled 
for each column of (33)(34)(35) (col. 4, lines 55-60). Lesaint and Haq are analogous art because 
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they are in the same field of endeavor of assigning tasks to resource of a workforce management 
system. Thus, it would have been obvious to modify the scoring system of Lesaint's workforce 
management system, such that it would include the feature of the claim 33 's mathematical 
relationship, as taught and suggested in Haq. The suggestion/motivation for doing so would 
have been to provide the predicted result of taking into consideration all of the skills when 
calculating the points or scores (col. 4, lines 26-67; Abstract). 

27. As per claim 34, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated in the rejections of claims 22 
and 33. While the mathematical relationship of Haq does not take into consideration priority for 
the targets, Lesaint teaches this feature and it would be obvious to utilize this teaching in order to 
determine importance so that the order of selection can be determined (col. 12, lines 52-67, etc.). 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure: 

• US 6,278,978 Bl; 

• US 2003/0055705 Al; 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to KENNETH TANG whose telephone number is (571)272-3772. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00AM - 5:30PM. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Meng-Ai An can be reached on (571) 272-3756. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an apphcation may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Kenneth Tang/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2195 



